UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

JOUKO M. HILSKA,
Rantff,
Civil Action No.: 02-1042 (RMU)
V.
Document No.: 2
BOISFEUILLET JONES, JR. et al .,
Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

GRANTING THE NEW JERSEY DEFENDANTS' M OTION TO DisMISS
[. INTRODUCTION

This matter comes before the court on on amotion by defendants Steven Siegdl, a sergeant
employed with the Union County Prosecutor’s Office in New Jersey, and Thomas Manahan, aUnion
County prosecutor (collectively, the “New Jersey defendants’), to dismiss the complaint for lack of
persond jurisdiction pursuant to Federa Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2). In challenging the pro se
plaintiff’ s complaint, the New Jersey defendants question why the plaintiff has chosen to sue them in the
Didtrict of Columbiawhen the dleged events giving rise to the plaintiff’s claims occurred in New Jersey.
Perhgps more to the point, the New Jersey defendants question whether the plaintiff can sue them inthe
Didrrict of Columbiaat dl. Because the plaintiff has faled to demondrate any relaionship between the
Digtrict of Columbia and the New Jersey defendants, the court grants the New Jersey defendants

motion to dismiss.



[I. BACKGROUND

On May 28, 2002, the pro se plaintiff, a native and citizen of Finland, filed his complaint
seeking compensatory damages and assarting various clams againg 18 individud defendants, including
former President Clinton, Senator Hillary Clinton, three different presdents of Finland, the publisher of
the Washington Post, and the New Jersey defendants. Compl. a 1-3, 7, Ex. B (Decision of
Immigration Judge dated Oct. 1, 1999).

The plantiff dams, inter alia, that the defendants are respongible for “ suppression of matters,
destroying documents, blackmailing, organizing illegd action, . . . extortion, neglecting on€ sduty, . . .
illega imprisonment, assault], . . . and falsfying documents” 1d. a 4. The plantiff promisesthat if the
court alows this action to proceed, the plaintiff will reved “the tragic and premature degths of five
Americans and two Europeans.” Id. a 6. The plantiff further clams that the United States Immigration
and Naturdization Service (“INS’) wrongfully deported him from the United States and chalenges
certain decisons by afederad immigration court denying the plaintiff political asylum in the United States.
Id. at 4-6.

The events giving rise to this action can be categorized by three separate immigration
proceedings. Thefirst set of proceedings began sometime in 1995 when the INS denied the plaintiff’'s
goplication for asylum and subsequently deportated him. 1d. at 4.

The second set of proceedings was triggered in July 1999 when the plaintiff attempted to re-
enter the United States. 1d. Ex. D & 1-2. INSfound the plaintiff to be inadmissible into the country

and referred the matter to the immigration court, whereupon the plaintiff requested political asylum. 1d.
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At this point, the account of the events diverges. According to theimmigration court, it then denied the
plantiff’s request for asylum. Id. Ex. D a 5-6. According to the plaintiff, the immigration court initidly
granted him asylum, but President Clinton later invaidated the court’ sdecison. Id. a 5. In Jduly 2000,
the plantiff once again was deported from the United States. 1d.

Thethird and fina set of proceedings began in December 2000 when the plaintiff re-entered the
United States. 1d. Upon his re-entry, the plaintiff was arrested and eventualy deported in June 2001.
Id. at 5-6.

At some stage in these proceedings, the plaintiff gpparently suffered harm in both the Union
County Jail and Prosecutor’ s Office located in New Jersey. See generally id. The plaintiff aleges that
he “was assaulted and . . . disturbed sexudly” whileimprisoned in New Jersey. Id. & 4. The plaintiff
additiondly clams that the Union County Prosecutor’s Office exploited his testimony without proper
compensation in connection with atrid. |d.

On August 30, 2002, the New Jersey defendants filed their motion to dismiss. The court now

addresses thelr motion.

1. ANALYSS
The New Jersey defendants move to dismiss the plaintiff’s complaint for lack of persond
jurisdiction pursuant to Rule 12(b)(2) or, dternaively, for fallure to state a claim on which the court
could grant relief under Rule 12(b)(6). Because the plaintiff hasfailed to establish a sufficient
connection between the Didtrict of Columbiaand the New Jersey defendants for the court to exercise

persona jurisdiction over these defendants, the court grants the defendant’ s Rule 12(b)(2) mation.



A. Legal Standard for Personal Jurisdiction Over a Non-Resident Defendant

"To establish persond jurisdiction over a non-resident, a court must engage in a two-part
inquiry: A court must first examine whether jurisdiction is gpplicable under the state's long-arm Satute
and then determine whether afinding of jurisdiction satisfies the congtitutiona requirements of due
process.” GTE New Media Servs. v. BellSouth Corp., 199 F.3d 1343, 1347 (D.C. Cir. 2000).

Firg, aplaintiff must show that the persond jurisdiction may be grounded in one of the severd
bases provided by the Didtrict of Columbias long-arm statute. D.C. CopE § 13-423; GTE New
Media Servs., 199 F.3d at 1347. That statute provides, inter alia, that persona jurisdiction exists
over any person asto aclam for relief arisng from the person's

(2) transacting any businessin the Didtrict of Columbig; (2) contracting to supply services

in the Didrict of Columbig; (3) causing tortious injury inthe Didtrict of Columbia by an act

or omission in the Digrict of Columbia; (4) causing tortious injury in the Didtrict of

Columbia by an act or omisson outside the Didrict of Columbiaif he regularly does or

solicits business, engages in any other persstent course of conduct, or derives substantial

revenue from goodsused or consumed, or services rendered, in the Didtrict of Columbia
D.C. CoDE § 13-423(a). Subsection (b) quaifies the reach of the statute by noting that “[w]hen
jurisdiction over aperson is based soldly upon this section, only aclam for reief arisng from acts
enumerated in this section may be asserted againg him." 1d. § 13-423(b).

Second, the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Condtitution requiresthe
plantiff to demongrate "'minimum contacts between the defendant and the forum establishing that ‘the

maintenance of the suit does not offend traditiona notions of fair play and subgtantid justice™ GTE

New Media Servs., 199 F.3d at 1347 (quoting Int'l Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310, 316
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(1945)); see Price v. Socialist Peopl€e's Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 294 F.3d 82, 95 (D.C. Cir.

2002). These minimum contacts must be grounded in "some act by which the defendant purposefully
avails [himsdf] of the privilege of conducting activities with the forum sate, thus invoking the benefits
and protections of itslaws" Asahi Metal Indus. v. Super. Ct. of Cal., 480 U.S. 102, 109 (1988). In
short, "the defendant's conduct and connection with the forum State [must be] such that he should
reasonably anticipate being hded into court there” GTE New Media Servs., 199 F.3d at 1347
(quoting Wor |d-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286, 297 (1980)).

B. TheCourt Grantsthe New Jersey Defendants Motion to Dismiss
for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction Pursuant to Rule 12(b)(2)

The New Jersey defendants assert that no relationship whatsoever exists between them and the
plaintiff’s chosen forum of the Didtrict of Columbia. N.J. Defs’ Mot. to Dismissat 4. These
defendants point out that the complaint fails to mention any such relationship and does not include any
juridictiond dlegations. See generally Compl. In response, the plaintiff declares only that “I
prosecute [defendant] Manahan for tighten [sic] up my Situation, exploiting my testimony in court and
pressuring.” Pl.’s Opp'nto N.J. Defs” Mot. to Dismiss (“Pl.’sOpp'n”) at 1.

The court agrees with the New Jersey defendants. Aside from identifying the New Jersey
defendants and where they reside, the complaint does absolutely nothing to reate the plaintiff’s
dlegations or clamsto these defendants. 1d. Indeed, it is difficult to discern precisely what the daims
againg these defendants are, as they gppear to rate to various events occurring from 1995 to 1998,
including aleged assaults of the plaintiff in both the Union County Jail and Prosecutor’s Office. See

generally id. Sufficeit to say that the plaintiff aleges persond injury daims arising from these events



occurring in New Jersey. 1d.

In examining whether the court may exercise jurisdiction over the New Jersey defendants under
the Didtrict of Columbia s long-arm statute, the court concludes that it cannot. GTE New Media
Servs., 199 F.3d a 1347. The plaintiff hasfalled to demonstrate that persond jurisdiction is grounded
in any of the severd bases set forth under the Didtrict’slong-am statute. 1d. The New Jersey
defendants correctly note that, with repect to themsalves, the plaintiff merely complains about events
and injuries that occurred in New Jersey. Compl. & 4. In fact, not only does the plaintiff’s complaint
lack any jurisdictiond statements that could conceivably provide a connection between the New Jersey
defendants and this forum, but the plaintiff also fails to rebut the New Jersey defendants position that
they lack tiesto thisforum. N.J. Defs’ Mot. to Dismiss at 4. Further, the plaintiff’ s brief opposition
refersto only one of the New Jersey defendants and Smply reiterates a single vague dlegation stated in
the complaint. Pl.’sOpp'nat 1. Such flimsy dlegations do nothing to meet the plaintiff’ s burden of
establishing that this forum has jurisdiction over the New Jersey defendants. See GTE New Media
Servs., 199 F.3d a 1347; Pl.’sOpp'n a 1. Accordingly, the court grants the New Jersey defendants

motion to dismiss?

Even if the court were to determine that the plaintiff met the first prong of the court’s
two-part inquiry, the court still would grant the New Jersey defendants' motion to dismiss
because the plaintiff does not meet the second prong by failing to demonstrate the
necessary "'minimum contacts between the defendant and the forum." GTE New Media
Servs., 199 F.3d at 1347.
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IV. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, the court grants the New Jersey defendants motion to dismiss. An
order directing the parties in a manner consistent with this Memorandum Opinion is separately and

contemporaneoudly issued this day of May 2003.

Ricardo M. Urbina
United States Didtrict Judge



UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

JOUKO M. HILSKA,

Rantff,
Civil Action No.: 02-1042 (RMU)
V.
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BOISFEUILLET JONES, JR. et al .,
Defendants.
ORDER

GRANTING THE NEW JERSEY DEFENDANTS' M OTION TO DisMISS
For the reasons stated in the court’s Memorandum Opinion separately and
contemporaneoudy issued this___ day of May 2003, it is hereby
ORDERED that defendants Siegel and Manahan's motion to dismissis GRANTED.

SO ORDERED.

Ricardo M. Urbina
United States Didtrict Judge



